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The ceiling to coproduction in university-industry research collaboration  
 
Abstract  
The purpose of this paper is to provide insight into government attempts at bridging the divide 
between theory and practice through university-industry research collaboration modelled 
under engaged scholarship. The findings are based on data sourced from interviews with 47 
academic and industry project leaders from 23 large scale research projects. The paper 
demonstrates a ceiling to the coproduction of knowledge arising from the preconceived 
beliefs of both academics and industry partners regarding project roles and responsibilities. 
The findings show that coproduction was constrained by academic partners assuming control 
over much of the research activities and industry partners failing to confront or challenge 
academic decision-making because both academics and industry partners placed a higher 
value on academic knowledge compared with applied or practical knowledge. It is argued the 
theory of engaged scholarship, and consequent initiatives to encourage engaged scholarship, 
fail to account for the superior status of academic knowledge.  
 
Keywords: engaged scholarship, university-industry research collaboration, knowledge 
coproduction, research activities, knowledge production strategy 
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Introduction 
Engaged scholarship has received considerable attention as a knowledge production strategy 
in academic literature. A great deal of engaged scholarship literature has focused on the 
mechanisms for coproduction, the application of knowledge and the measurement of research 
impact. Engaged scholarship is defined as a ‘collaborative form of enquiry in which 
academics and practitioners leverage their different perspectives and competencies to co-
produce knowledge about a complex problem or phenomenon’ (Van de Ven & Johnson, 
2006, p.803). Engaged scholarship is a distinct approach to bridging the divide between 
theory and practice because it is a strategy to harness rather than suppress the inherent 
differences between academics and practitioners. Collaboration between academics and 
practitioners throughout the research, in which the practitioner has an active role in the 
research process, has been argued to result in knowledge generation that is more insightful 
and relevant than when academic researchers or practitioners work on the problem alone 
(Simpson & Seibold, 2008; Van de Ven & Johnson, 2006; Van de Ven, 2007). 
 
The purpose of this paper is to provide insight into the practice of engaged scholarship in 
university-industry research collaborations by focusing on the dynamics of collaboration and 
the interactions between academics and practitioners in the research activities. Specifically, 
university-industry research collaborations are analysed to identify the outlooks of knowledge 
that academics and practitioners brought to the projects, and where the projects fell on the 
continuum from knowledge transfer to knowledge coproduction.  
 
The continuum of university-industry research collaboration  
In university-industry research collaborations knowledge production occurs along a 
continuum from knowledge transfer to knowledge coproduction. Knowledge transfer is the 
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exchange of knowledge between industry and universities, for the purpose of building an 
industry partner’s knowledge to help sustain competitive advantage (Gray, Iles, & Watson, 
2010; Santoro & Bierly, 2006; vanWijk, Jansen, & Lyles, 2008). At the other end of the 
continuum is coproduction, in which academics and practitioners leverage distinct resources 
(such as funding, knowledge, networks) to generate novel knowledge beneficial to both 
theory and practice (Shapiro, Kirkman, & Courtney, 2007; Vermeulen, 2005).  In knowledge 
coproduction academic researchers and practitioners share the research activities (Simpson & 
Seibold, 2008) in which the division of labour or balance of power is negotiated based on the 
research team’s skill set, project focus and mutual interests (Van de Ven, 2007). As such, 
coproduction is not about who makes decisions or who is in control, rather it is concerned 
with who informs decision-making regarding research activities. 
 
Van de Ven (2007) defines the research process as involving four interrelated activities of 
problem formulation, research design, theory building and problem solving, which are 
outlined in Table 1.  
 
Table 1: The template for coproduction  
Work together on 
problem formulation   
Academics and practitioners situate, ground, diagnose and 
develop research questions to solve problems.  
Techniques for problem formulation include brainstorming and 
cognitive mapping.  
Work together on 
research design  
Academics and practitioners set out operational models (variance 
and process) to empirically examine research problems.   
Types of activities include selecting the unit of analysis, the key 
variables and relationships as well as designing the study; 
accessing collecting and analysing the data, and applying the 
results in ways that advance science and practice. 
Work together on theory 
building  
Knowledge evolves through leveraging of academic and 
practitioner understandings in analysis. 
Multiple perspectives in the analysis of data increase the validity, 
relevance, usefulness, and uniqueness of research findings. 
Work together on 
problem solving  
Academics and practitioners ‘transfer, interpret and implement 
study findings at communication boundaries between scientific 
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and practitioner communities’. 
Academics utilise theoretical knowledge to assist industry uptake 
of knowledge by providing maximum avenues for knowledge 
transfer and minimising potential for misinterpretation.   
 
In an approach to engaged scholarship the research activities are performed through a 
dialectical method of inquiry; a technique used to engage an open debate over alternative 
arguments and examine more inclusive sets of ideas until both sides agree (Van de Ven, 
2007). For theory and practice this strategy of intellectual arbitrage exploits the differing 
perspectives and experiences of academics and practitioners, and it is this intersection of 
views that generates novel ideas and co-creation of knowledge (Barge & Schockly-Zalabak, 
2008; Gulati, 2007; Van de Ven & Johnson, 2006).  The idea is that intellectual arbitrage 
reveals the most pertinent features of a research problem which are distinguishable from 
features derived by academics or practitioners working alone (Van de Ven & Johnson, 2006).  
 
It follows that coproduction requires direct and transparent communication between all 
partners regarding the processes and intended outcomes (Gray et al., 2010; Simpson & 
Seibold, 2008). Coproduction further requires the creative management of conflict, in which 
conflict is conceptualised as a generating mechanism in knowledge development that needs to 
be harnessed, not suppressed (Simpson & Seibold, 2008; Van de Ven & Johnson, 2006). 
Creative conflict management requires academics and practitioners to work together to 
distinguish between differences that underpin the partnership and incidental differences that 
can undermine collaboration goals (Bammer, 2008). 
 
In order for coproduction to occur, academics and practitioners must adopt an alternative 
outlook on knowledge in which both academic and practitioner knowledge is viewed as 
distinct, yet complementary. Such an outlook on knowledge is in contrast with the traditional 
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linear modes of knowledge production in which academic perspectives are privileged in new 
knowledge production with practitioner knowledge usually relegated to the more pragmatic 
aspects of research activity (Bartunek, 2008; Markides, 2007). 
 
Methods  
This research is focused on academics and industry partners’ engagement in university-
industry research collaboration projects modelled under engaged scholarship. The data source 
was interviews with 47 academic and industry project leaders from 23 Australian Research 
Council (ARC) Linkage Scheme projects. The ARC Linkage Scheme program is a major 
national scheme to encourage collaboration for the purpose of better aligning research and 
industry needs and promoting innovation in the national economy (Australia Research 
Council, 2011). Linkage Scheme projects’ timescales average three years and the Australian 
Government generally matches the level of industry funding contribution (cash and in-kind 
support, such as partner salary costs associated with time commitment to the project) and the 
projects are designed to produce research that is relevant to industry and in which industry 
plays an active role. These projects were selected to represent one type of engaged scholarship 
arrangement. 
 
The ARC Linkage Scheme projects were selected using extreme case sampling, the aim being 
to select projects with the greatest possibility for conflict, thereby making the non-occurrence 
of conflict significant. Projects were selected that involved two or more industry partners, 
preferably from different industry sectors in order to increase project leader dynamics and 
maximise the potential for conflict. The sample included current and completed projects 
initiated between the years of 2004 and 2009 from a range of disciplines and were selected 
from publicly available documents on the ARC website.  
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Semi-structured interviews were conducted with project leaders from the selected projects. 
The interviews lasted an average of 60 minutes and were digitally recorded and later 
transcribed with the use of de-identifiers in which the participants were identifiable by their 
position and project, such as Project 1 Academic (P1A) and Project 1 Industry Partner (P1IP). 
Based on the principles of convergent interviewing the interviews were conducted as an 
iterative two-phase process between the months of October to December 2009 and October to 
December 2010. The aim of the interviews was to generate data about project leaders’ 
experiences and perceptions of ARC Linkage projects and the issues regarding constraints to 
knowledge production in engaged scholarship (Driedger, Gallois, Sanders, & Santesso, 2006; 
Rao & Perry, 2007).  
 
During the interviews, the interviewees were asked to reflect on a range of concepts 
developed from the template for coproduction including what types of knowledge they value, 
their research motives and methods, and their perception of the counterpart project leaders’ 
research capabilities and contribution to the research. Interviewees were asked to discuss the 
general process for developing projects, such as who was involved and who made decisions, 
and to reflect on their own involvement in this process. Further, interviewees were asked to 
describe project interaction and to discuss any conflict or cooperation that occurred in the 
project and, if there was no conflict, to reflect as to why there was no conflict.   
 
The initial interviews revealed that projects with an absence of conflict were characterised by 
academic dominance over research activities. Additional interview questions were developed 
to understand academic and industry partners’ views regarding project roles and 
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responsibilities and in response interviewees could draw on their general experience of ARC 
Linkage projects.  
 
The analysis focused on the manner by which academics and industry partners engaged in the 
ARC Linkage projects to identify the forms of engagement occurring in the sample of 
projects. First, projects were classified by the template for coproduction illustrated in Table 1, 
which involved coding interview transcripts by the degree of academic and industry partner 
involvement in each research activity. The three codes used are ‘A’, ‘AI’ and ‘J’. The code 
‘A’ indicates that academics transfer knowledge to industry partners to perform the research 
activity. The code ‘AI’ indicates that academics and industry partners exchange knowledge to 
perform the research activity. The code ‘J’ indicates that academics and industry partners 
leverage knowledge to perform the research activity. The code J appearing in all the research 
activity boxes would identify a project reflecting the most engaged form of coproduction. 
Table 2 defines what the code ‘A’, ‘AI’ and ‘J’ means in each research activity. Table 3 
provides examples of how the coding process was applied to interview transcripts.  
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Table 2: Code definitions  
Research 
activity  
Problem formulation  Research design  Theory building  Problem solving  
A: 
Academics 
transfer 
knowledge  
Academic researchers 
formulate the research 
problem and industry partners 
sign off (agree to the 
research) as proposed by 
academics. 
Industry partners may provide 
funding and access to the 
research field but do not have 
input in the decisions of 
academics regarding who to 
involve and where to conduct 
research. 
Academics analyse and 
interpret theory. 
Project outcomes are 
technical and may be difficult 
to transfer or readily apply 
without further training from 
academics. 
 
AI: 
Academic 
and 
industry 
partners 
exchange 
knowledge  
Industry partners help to 
ground the research (inform 
decisions regarding the extent 
and duration of the research) 
and industry partner issues 
are included in the research 
problem. 
Industry partners use practical 
knowledge (of research field 
and industry trends) to inform 
academic decisions regarding 
who to include and where to 
conduct research. Industry 
partners have (limited) 
involvement in conducting 
the research for the academic 
researchers. 
Industry partners provide 
feedback regarding how the 
findings might be applied in 
practice. Industry partners do 
not interpret or influence 
academic development of 
theoretical findings. 
Academics provide outcomes 
to industry in appropriate 
mediums, such as industry 
presentations or written 
industry reports which 
include action steps. 
Academics gather industry 
feedback from annual reports.  
J: 
Academic 
and 
industry 
partners 
leverage 
knowledge  
Academics and industry 
partners collaborate in 
analytical decisions 
concerning the formation of 
the research problem, 
research questions and 
parameters of the research. 
Industry partner knowledge 
plays a role in the selection of 
the research problem.    
Academics and industry 
partners jointly set out 
operational models (variance 
and process) to empirically 
examine research problem.   
Industry knowledge informs 
rationale regarding who to 
involve and how to conduct 
research.  
Academics and industry 
partners leverage their 
respective knowledge in the 
analysis of data to increase 
the validity, relevance, 
usefulness, and uniqueness of 
research findings. 
Academics and industry 
partners together transfer, 
interpret and implement study 
findings. Academics utilise 
theoretical knowledge to 
assist industry uptake of 
knowledge by providing 
maximum avenues for 
knowledge transfer and 
minimising potential for 
misinterpretation.   
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Table 3: Example of the coding process  
Code  Research 
activity  
Academic interview quotes Industry partner interview quotes  
A Problem 
formulation  
I (developed the project grant) with (the other academic 
chief investigators) (Academic project leader P1A).  
 
I’d say (the administering university) probably decided 
80 per cent of what was going to be researched after 
consulting with the industry, but the actual research itself 
80 per cent would have been determined by (the 
(administering university) (Industry project leader P1IP). 
Research 
design  
I make project management decisions all the time, both 
individually and as a group (of academic researchers).  I 
make decisions on having meetings, discussing the 
various issues and analysis, writing papers, organising 
field work and contacts with people (Academic project 
leader P19A). 
We just give (academics) money and we have absolutely 
no say on what happens…I don't get heard and 
(academics) don't think I'm in a position to dictate to 
them, even with our money (Industry project leader 
P19IP). 
Theory 
building  
N/A N/A 
Problem 
solving  
N/A While the research will be useful for someone, probably 
more academics, for industry it’s going to be very, very 
limited… There’s a lot of training that would be required 
to use some of the things that are going to be developed 
through the project and we didn’t budget or estimate for 
that either (Industry project leader P1IP). 
AI Problem 
formulation 
 
 
(The development of project objectives) was a mixture 
between the industry partners and the academics.  The 
academics in the end wrote the proposal but (the industry 
partners brought) a whole strand of work around current 
practice (Academic project leader P15A). 
Yes (industry partners objectives) were all included (in 
developing the project) because it wouldn't have been 
successful if we hadn't been (Industry project leader 
P15IP).  
 
Research 
design  
(Industry insight and practical knowledge is) really 
important in getting access to these communities 
(Academic project leader P16A).  
 
There is healthy debate, particularly around threshold 
issues such as which are the eight (areas) or the ten 
(areas) where we're going to focus the research (Industry 
project leader P16IP). 
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Theory 
building  
(The industry partner’s) learning from the project has 
directly informed (publications) (Academic project leader 
P11A). 
I felt I could really tease out some of the answers I got 
…and maybe get richer data from being able to analyse 
the answers to those questions as I went along’ (Industry 
project leader P11IP). 
Problem 
solving  
(Industry partners) like reports.  They're quite happy with 
academic publications but I always try and make sure 
that I have a full detailed report as well because you're 
limited with the publications for the detail.  I tend to do a 
yearly report for them and they'll give us feedback and 
say we want this analysed in more detail or that in more 
detail.  They like to be kept up to date with what's going 
on… Recommendations at the end are always something 
that they're keen for, they don't just want us to say future 
research needs to be done (Academic project leader 
P22A).    
(At the annual meetings, the academics) do a bit of an 
update and let everybody know where everything's at.  
They're very, very good at communicating where things 
are at and they write great reports (Industry project 
leader P22IP). 
 
 
J Problem 
formulation  
I’ll deliberately only half form that idea and then I go to 
industry and say this is my idea, how does that fit with 
your thinking on the topic and then I tend to develop the 
idea collaboratively with industry so that then they have a 
sense of ownership and it’s a really shared project  
(Academic project leader P5A). 
We see ourselves being intimately involved in the concept 
design space about trying to actually explore what 
research questions are we interested in, what would make 
sense, what literature should we draw on, what’s the 
practice experience, et cetera, what’s the policy question 
that we’re interested in addressing (Industry project 
leader P5IP) 
Research 
design  
N/A N/A 
Theory 
building  
N/A N/A 
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Second, projects were classified by the academic and industry project leaders’ outlooks on 
knowledge, which involved coding the interview transcripts by the value placed on theoretical 
and practical knowledge in the performance of research activities in each analysed project. 
The three codes used are ‘AK’, ‘AIK’ and ‘JK’.  The code ‘AK’ indicates that academic 
knowledge is valued higher than practitioner knowledge in the performance of research 
activities and success of the project. The code ‘AIK’ indicates that practitioner knowledge is 
viewed as important in terms of the more pragmatic side of research, i.e. academics and 
practitioners collaborate on practical aspects of the research but not so in terms of actual 
knowledge production. Accordingly, issues of theory are kept relatively separate and there 
may be some testing out of ideas and testing interpretations of data (clarifications) with the 
practitioners to see how well they fit, but the development of those ideas is still primarily an 
activity of the academic. The code ‘JK’ indicates that academic and practitioner knowledge is 
viewed as being distinct yet complementary forms of knowledge. Importantly, practitioners 
are not only involved in pragmatic aspects of undertaking research, but also contribute to core 
research activities, including problem identification and the production of new knowledge. 
 
Third, the thematic analysis followed recognised protocols of moving between the interview 
data, the template of coproduction, and the emerging themes regarding constraints to the 
coproduction of knowledge (Keil, Autio, & George, 2008; Rapley, 2011) to develop 
explanatory themes regarding the non-occurrence of engaged scholarship identified in the 
sample of projects. The analysis showed that coproduction was constrained because industry 
partners did not get involved in the greater extent of research activities due to their apparent 
higher regard for academic knowledge.  
 
Findings from the study  
13 
 
Table 4 illustrates the coding results.  The first column lists the analysed projects. The top row 
lists the coding categories of research activities (that could occur in the coproduction of 
knowledge) and outlooks on knowledge.  
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Table 4: The coding results  
Projects  Research activities Outlooks on knowledge Forms of 
engagement  Problem 
formulation 
Research 
design   
Theory 
building  
Problem 
solving  
Academic 
project 
leader(s)  
Industry 
project 
leader(s) 
P1 A A A A AK AIK Low 
collaboration  P8 A AI  A A AK AK 
P19 A A A  AI AK AIK 
P3 A AI A AI   AK AK High 
collaboration P4 AI AI A A AK AK 
P7 A AI A AI AK  AK  
P10 A AI A AI AK AIK  
P12 A  AI A AI AIK AIK 
P13  A AI A AI AK N/A 
P14 A AI A   AI AIK AK 
P16 A AI A AI AK AK 
P20 A  AI A A AK AK  
P2  AI  AI A AI AK AK  Deep 
collaboration P5 J AI A AI AIK AIK 
P18 J AI A AI AIK AIK 
P21 AI AI AI AI  AIK N/A 
P23  AI AI A AI AIK N/A 
P24  AI AI A AI AK N/A 
P9 AI AI A AI AIK AK 
 
P11 AI AI AI A AIK  AIK 
P15 AI AI A AI AIK AIK  
P17 AI AI A AI AIK  AIK 
P22  AI AI AI AI AIK AK 
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As indicated in Table 4, the project analysis revealed three forms of engagement in the 
sample of ARC Linkage Scheme projects, which are low collaboration, high collaboration 
and deep collaboration.  
 
Low collaboration 
The first form of engagement identified is that of low collaboration, in which academics 
performed the majority of the research activities. In these projects the academics made 
decisions regarding the research problem, project structure, research question, theory 
development and research outcomes, and the industry partners contributed to practical aspects 
of the research design by providing access to data or the research site. As industry project 
leader P1IP outlined: 
 
‘We brought the subject matter so we’re the living laboratory’, further stating, ‘but the 
actual research itself, 80 per cent would have been determined by (the university)’.  
 
In projects displaying low collaboration the industry partners identified constraints to their 
participation as academic formal project authority, academic use of technical language or 
withholding information. Significantly, industry partners did not challenge academic 
authority despite referring to their frustration with their limited input into the research 
activities. For example in Project 19 industry project leader P19IP, an industry representative 
who has extensive experience in university-industry research collaboration and a prior 
relationship with the academic project leader, stated that academics made decisions without 
consulting industry partners and explained they stopped pursuing more project involvement 
because they accepted that they could not override academic authority and project regulations 
that inhibited their participation. Specifically: 
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‘So when I heard that they (had not followed industry protocols), honestly, I just got 
so sick of it that I had to keep pushing it. In the end I just gave up; it just got too 
hard’. 
 
Van de Ven (2007) states that the coproduction of knowledge does not imply that academic 
researchers relinquish control over the project, rather coproduction is to include stakeholder 
perspectives in research activity decision-making. The significance of low collaboration is 
not that academics controlled the projects; it is that the industry partners were excluded from 
informing the decision-making of the research activities.  
 
High collaboration 
The second form of engagement identified was that of high collaboration, in which industry 
partners contributed to practical aspects of the research design, problem formulation and 
problem solving. In these projects industry partners used practical knowledge of the research 
field to inform academic decisions regarding the research sample, and the industry partners 
performed the data collection. As academic project leader P7A explained: 
 
‘(The industry partners have) been a major decision maker in terms of the actual 
procedures that we’re going to be able to use.  With us going up to them with a wish 
list, this is the sort of data we need, this is ideally how we’d like it to happen, but what 
do you think and what’s practical from your point of view’. 
 
In some projects academics presented research results and gathered industry partner feedback 
at industry forums, and in other cases the industry partners organised conferences for 
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academics to present research results to a wide audience. As industry project leader P10IP3 
explained: 
 
‘(The academic project leader) had done a couple of research forums for us… sort of 
a mixture of presentation and discussion’.   
 
Also in Project 4 the industry partner was active in problem formulation and helped to ground 
the research, as industry project leader P4IP explained: 
 
‘I’ve been working informally on this project with (academic project leader P4A) for 
quite a number of years… I think I was probably involved in the discussions when 
(academic project leader P4A) first proposed putting up the ARC as a way to 
formalise the project and to take it to another level of depth’. 
 
Underpinning projects displaying high collaboration was a traditional outlook of knowledge 
in which academic knowledge was valued higher than industry knowledge in the performance 
of research activities. In these projects the majority of project leaders were of the view that 
research projects were the responsibility of the academics and it was the role of industry 
partners to assist academics by providing access to data or project funding. The project 
leaders also appeared to share the view that industry partners do not have as much to 
contribute to the project compared to academics and that it is appropriate for academics to 
control projects. As industry project leader P7IP2 explained, they preferred academics to 
approach their organisation with fully developed research proposals and required academics to 
complete a 16 page application form containing the project overview, the research method 
including instruments and research locations, and approved research ethics, stating: 
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‘By the time you come to us it should be all done and dusted with the university including all 
the instruments, including all ethics approval…so we can have a look at absolutely 
everything to say that’s okay’. 
 
The significance of high collaboration was that industry partner knowledge was not utilised 
in the analytical aspects of the research activities, despite industry partner knowledge being 
viewed as important in terms of the practical aspects of the research activities, regarding data, 
research design and direction of research outputs.  
 
Deep collaboration 
The third form of engagement was that of deep collaboration, in which industry partners 
contributed to pragmatic and analytical aspects of several research activities including 
problem formulation and theory building. In these projects it was often the industry partner 
who brought the research topic to the academics or the research problem developed 
organically in discussion between academic and industry project leaders. As academic project 
leader P5A explained: 
 
‘The actual topic of the project was a joint decision ...It was definitely a collaborative 
approach with whiteboards out’.  
 
In other projects the industry partners assisted in the interpretation of data by providing the 
industry point of view. As academic project leader P22A explained: 
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‘The interpretation has been a collaborative thing.  So where we're trying to 
understand outputs we'll send them through things and say why is this group higher 
than that group, we don't understand, from our point of view, but you're on the inside’. 
 
While in other projects industry partners provided feedback on the development of project 
documents or co-presented the research results with the academics at conferences. As 
academic project leader P21A2 explained:  
 
‘(The industry partners) told us get rid of a lot of the text and make it more clear, not 
academic, but straight to the point in terms of these (industry context)’. 
 
In the majority of projects displaying deep collaboration, industry partner involvement in the 
research activities appeared to be based on prior relationships or industry partner past 
experience of university-industry research collaboration. In Project 2, Project 5 and Project 
18 the academic and industry partners had longstanding prior relationships and in Project 21, 
Project 23 and Project 24 the academic researchers established a relationship with the 
industry partner prior to the problem formulation through pilot studies, community 
engagement activities or smaller scale university projects. In Project 5 and Project 18 
problem formulation was indicated to be negotiated between the academic and industry 
partner.  Significantly Project 5 and Project 18 were the only projects to have a J coded in a 
research activity.  
 
As shown in Table 4, the bottom five projects are shaded grey to indicate that deeper 
collaboration appeared based on academic encouragement of industry partner participation in 
the research activities. In Project 9, Project 11, Project 15, Project 17 and Project 22 
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academics actively encouraged industry partner involvement in the research activities through 
the use of alternative decision-making arrangements, frequent project meetings, feedback 
mechanisms and communicating in appropriate language. These engagement techniques built 
industry partners’ comprehension of project procedures, provided time and opportunity for 
industry partners to participate, provided an interface between the industry partners and 
developed closer relationships between academics and industry partners. For example in 
Project 15 the academic project leader designed the planning workshops with an integrated 
seating plan to reduce formality and permit people to interact freely, and employed 
alternative decision-making processes such as anonymous suggestion boxes to encourage 
participation. The academic project leader P15A stated that industry responded well to the 
collaborative workshops and maintained consistent attendance (Academic project leader 
P15A, interview transcript pages 5-7, 10-11).  
 
Van de Ven (2007) states that the leveraging of perspectives in research activities improves 
the quality and uniqueness of the knowledge coproduced, that is achieved by creatively 
managing inherent conflict which implies a degree of collaboration and cooperation between 
academics and industry partners. While the projects that evidenced deep collaboration have 
the appearance of knowledge coproduction, this level of engagement did not in fact occur.  
The group effort illustrated in the analysed projects stopped prior to reaching coproduction 
because the engagement was sporadic and did not occur across all aspects of the research 
activities, and were particularly lacking when it came to theory building. It appeared that the 
non-occurrence of coproduction was concealed by the cooperative and respectful 
relationships between academic and industry partners and the absence of conflict and 
grievances over industry partners’ passive role in the majority of research activities. The 
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distinction between deep collaboration and coproduction is illustrated in the example set out 
below.   
 
 
In Project 11 the academic project leader made particular effort to encourage the industry 
partner to be an active member in the research activities. The academic project leader 
involved the industry partner in the research design, in particular the development of the 
questionnaire.  Industry project leader P11IP explained that they provided feedback, context, 
and specific questions for the questionnaire, and advised on the appropriate language to aid 
research participants’ comprehension. Significantly, industry project leader P11IP drew a 
connection between their distinct knowledge and how it contributed to the development of 
the data collection tool, stating: 
 
‘I guess what I brought to the project in terms of the data collection phase was a real 
knowledge about (the industry and the target population), so I guess that fed into the 
creation of some of the questions in the questionnaire’.  
 
In Project 11 the industry partner also gained research experience by travelling to research 
sites and collecting data with the academic researchers. The industry project leader P11IP 
explained that they utilised their practical knowledge in interviewing to acquire better data 
for the project, stating: 
 
‘I felt I could really tease out some of the answers I got …and maybe get richer data 
from being able to analyse the answers to those questions as I went along’.  
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In Project 11 industry partners were also included in discussions regarding data analysis, 
which involved email communication about feedback on some of the raw data; however 
industry project leader P11IP explained they found it difficult to allocate time to theory 
building due to their organisational work commitments.  
 
A benefit of the extensive academic engagement in Project 11 was the improvement of the 
industry partners’ understanding of academic research and their potential contribution to the 
project. The industry project leader P11IP explained that they were initially not confident 
with the research process, stating: 
 
‘When I first went into the project I was a little bit naive about what are we doing 
here, we’re going out finding information, we’re going out interviewing and getting 
questionnaire information but does this just mean one paper, are we all writing papers. 
As the months went along I discovered that this is one set of data we would gather 
from which a lot of papers or other bits of research could stream off from.  It was 
quite interesting for me to learn that’. 
 
The industry project leader further explained that their experience and understanding of the 
research process increased their capacity to engage, stating that the more they were involved 
in the project, the more comfortable they felt engaging and providing input into the project. 
The academic project leader explained that they were impressed with the level of 
commitment by the industry partner, described the industry partner involvement as 
enormously important in the conduct of qualitative interviews and offered the industry 
partner the opportunity to co-author publications.  
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However, Project 11 fell short of coproduction for two reasons. First, the academic and 
industry project leaders remained in traditional project roles, as illustrated by the industry 
project leader’s passive role in project development and the academic control over major 
project decisions. For instance major decisions regarding the research proposal, theoretical 
perspectives, research focus and methodologies were decided by the academic project 
leaders. Second, the industry partner did not consider themselves equal in the sense of 
knowledge contribution to the research activities. For instance the industry project leader 
recognised that their knowledge contributed to the data collection and analysis and appeared 
to understand the value of their knowledge as distinct from academic knowledge, however 
the industry project leader explained that they felt like an unneeded member of the research 
team, stating: 
 
‘Because I'm not a researcher, I felt a little bit like a third wheel at times, for no other 
reason than I don’t have the time and I don’t have the experience and it’s certainly 
nothing to do with the way the other participants in the project have tried to engage me’.  
 
This quote suggests that the industry partner does not consider their knowledge as vital to the 
success of the project despite their active engagement in Project 11, prior research experience 
and recognition of the contribution of their knowledge to the data generation.  
 
Discussion  
The above analysis indicates there is a ceiling to the coproduction of knowledge arising from 
the preconceived beliefs of both academics and industry partners regarding the superior value 
of academic knowledge. The findings show that coproduction was constrained by academic 
partners assuming control over much of the research activities and industry partners failing to 
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confront or challenge academic decision-making because both academics and industry 
partners placed a higher value on academic knowledge compared with applied or practical 
knowledge. Rather than adopting an alternative outlook on knowledge, academics and 
industry partners held a traditional view of university-industry research collaboration in 
which industry partners are not involved in the interpretation of data, knowledge flows from 
academic researchers to industry partners, and hierarchies between academia and industry are 
maintained. Additionally strong positive relationships between academics and industry 
partners along with academic encouragement of industry partner involvement in the research 
activities were seen as ineffective at stimulating an alternative outlook on knowledge. 
 
As indicated in Table 4, the data suggests that in projects displaying deeper collaboration 
there was also a respect for industry knowledge. It appears deeper collaboration in research 
activities is more likely to occur when academics are open to utilising industry knowledge in 
analytical aspects of the research activities such as developing data collection tools, project 
objectives or designing research outputs. In these projects academics encouraged industry 
partner involvement in the research activities by educating industry partners about the 
research process, incorporating alternative decision-making techniques or providing practical 
research experience. The relationship suggests academic encouragement may help industry 
partners become aware of the value and potential contribution of their knowledge, but may 
not be entirely sufficient to stimulate the coproduction of knowledge because it does not 
address the industry partners’ predetermined higher value for academic knowledge which 
caused industry partners not to challenge academics in project decision-making. 
 
This paper contributes to the theory of engaged scholarship in two ways. First, the paper 
shows barriers to coproduction may be concealed by respectful relationships between 
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academics and industry partners. Prior studies have shown that unmanaged conflict or closed 
communication may constrain the collaborative learning required in knowledge coproduction 
(Shapiro et al., 2007; Vermeulen, 2005; Van de Ven & Johnson, 2006). These barriers are 
relatively easy to identify because they bring about relationship conflict and noncooperation 
between academics and practitioners in the research activities. This paper suggests a 
potentially greater challenge for engaged scholarship is how to address the outlooks on 
knowledge that academics and industry partners bring to the projects. The analysis 
demonstrated that academic and industry partners’ preconceived views regarding project 
roles may constrain industry partner involvement in the research activities while not 
disrupting academic and industry partner relationships. The preconceived outlooks on 
knowledge are a difficult barrier to identify because there is no overt conflict over industry 
partners not having an active role in the research activities.  
 
Second, this paper shows how establishing academic-practitioner relationships prior to the 
commencement of the research project may help facilitate engagement in the research 
activities. Prior studies have emphasised the importance of ensuring productive relationships 
during the research projects, which maintain the trust and open communication required to 
facilitate the sharing of knowledge (Gray et al., 2010; Santoro & Bierly, 2006; Simpson & 
Seibold, 2008; Van de Ven & Johnson, 2006). This paper suggests establishing and managing 
relationships prior to the project is equally as important to managing relationships during the 
project.  The analysis indicates industry partner involvement in the research activities may 
require explicit academic encouragement, and outlooks on knowledge to be addressed prior 
to problem formulation.  A potential strategy to develop relationships includes informal or 
formal discussions in which academics  inform industry partners about the research process 
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and how industry partners may contribute and address what each party would like to achieve 
versus what they expect to achieve.  
 
Conclusion  
This paper has proposed that there is a ceiling to coproduction which limits the potential 
benefits from university-industry research collaborations, including evidence-based 
management, greater understanding of research outcomes, and end-user relevance. It was 
shown that deeper degrees of collaboration were constrained by academics assuming control 
over much of the research activities, and industry partners not challenging academic decision-
making because both academics and industry partners placed a higher value on academic 
knowledge compared with applied or practical knowledge. It is argued the view of academic 
knowledge is not easily or readily addressed during a research project, and that the theory of 
engaged scholarship and initiatives to encourage engaged scholarship need to take account of 
the superior status of academic knowledge and address outlooks prior to the commencement 
of the research project.  
 
This paper has proposed that academic and industry project leader outlooks on knowledge as 
an explanatory factor for the non-occurrence of coproduction in university-industry research 
collaborations. However it should be recognised that there are other factors which explain the 
degree of engagement in research activities, including disciplinary variation (Cherney, Head, 
Boreham, Povey, & Ferguson, 2012; Jacobson, Butterill, & Goering , 2004), the nature of the 
research problem and the stage of the research process (Ross, Lavis, Rodrigues, Woodside, & 
Denis, 2003).  
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This paper has implications for understanding academic and industry partner relationships, 
the practical management of university-industry research collaborations and the development 
of better strategies to encourage engaged scholarship. The paper demonstrated academic and 
industry partner engagement in university-industry research collaborations is a complex 
relationship that is determined in part by preconceived beliefs that academics and industry 
partners bring to the projects. The analysis suggests that project roles may be defined prior to 
academic and industry partners entering university-industry research collaborations, for 
example because of preconceived beliefs which, unchallenged, appear to result in the passive 
engagement of industry partners in research activities. These complex social relationships 
need to be considered in the design of initiatives that aim to encourage university-industry 
research collaborations. Further exploration into how academics and industry are predisposed 
to act in university-industry research collaborations, and why the broader society views 
academic knowledge as superior in the context of university-industry research collaborations, 
would help to understand the ceiling to the coproduction of knowledge.  
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